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Continuation of Substance of Interview including description of the general nature of what was agreed to if an 
agreement was reached, or any other comments: The definitions of the terms "predegeneration conditions" and/or 
"culturing a nerve tissue segment in vitro under predegenerating conditions that remodel the nerve tissue graft and that 
increase the neurite-promoting activity of the nerve tissues-graft when the nerve graft is in use" have been discussed. 
Applicants argue that the meaning of this term is clear in view of the specification and meaning in the art. Specifically, 
applicants argues that "predegeneration conditions" are that conditions when cellular and molecular mechanisms act to 
enhance the growth-promoting properties of the basal lamina which would retains the ability to stimulate nerve 
regeneration after cellular elements have been killed. (Specification, page 7, lines 21-24.) Applicants believe that the 
culturing conditions of the claimed invention allow the living nerve cells to express chondroitin sulfate proteoglycan- 
degrading enzymes (CSPG-degrading enzymes) and promote Schwann cell proliferation, as would occur naturally in 
vivo during the remodeling process of nerve degeneration. (Specification, page 27, lines 20-23.) 
However, these definitions are very broad. It also appears as argued that the "predegeneration conditions" are those 
that provide for remodeling of nerve tissue and that the remodeling of nerve tissues is obtained under "predegeneration 
conditions". Thus, the applicants' definitions are circular and they do not clearly point out any specific parameters for 
the culture conditions during culturing steps and/or they do not clearly point out any active steps as encompassed by 
"culturing" step. 

Considering the broadest definitions for culturing under predegeneration conditions, it would be reasonably to assume 
that the viable cells in vitro would inherently provide for the same effects as viable cells in vivo to at least to some 
extend just by the virtue being living or viable. . 



